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Part I. 

Rejection(s) discussed: 

112 1 st paragraph and 102(e) over Mu hitch et al. 

Claims discussed: 
All 

Prior art documents discussed: 
Muhitch et al. 

Part II. 

SUBSTANCE OF INTERVIEW DESCRIBING THE GENERAL NATURE OF WHAT WAS DISCUSSED: 

See Continuation Sheet 

Part III. 

^ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
directly resulted in the allowance of the application. The examiner will provide a written summary of the substance 
of the interview in the Notice of Allowability. 

□ It is not necessary for applicant to provide a separate record of the substance of the interview, since the interview 
did not result in resolution of all issues. A brief summary by the examiner appears in Part II above. 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was discussed: In an 
earlier conversation on June 1st, 2006, the Examiner indicated that the Applicant's disclosure of methods for screening 
for promoter activity in fragments of the disclosed sequence was enabling in light of the Applicant's arguments that 
such experimentation is routine. The Examiner indicated that the nucleic acids taught by Muhitch et al. would 
hybridize to the nucleic acids of the instant application, however, the nucleic acids taught by Muhitch et al. did not 
comprise 400 contiguous bases of SEQ ID NO:18. The Attorney pointed out that the nucleic acids taughty by 
Muhitech et al. did not comprise 250 contiguous nucleotides of SEQ ID NO:18, and suggested amending the claims to 
have the limitation of at least 250 contiguous nucleotides of SEQ ID NO: 18. The proposed amendments were 
approved by the attorney on June 9, 2006. 



